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1 )Ej3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 04 January 2005 . 
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6) 13 Claim(s) MM is/are rejected. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



This action is in response to the Amendment filed on 1/4/05. Applicant's arguments have 



been fully considered but are moot in view of the new grounds of rejections. 



2. 



Applicant has added claims 13-18. Claims 1-18 are now presented for examination. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention: 

a. The following is indefinite: 



explicitly clear in the claim language what this refers to. It is unclear if this refers 
to the "activation status", the "number of messages stored in the first input 
queue", "the number of messages stored in the second input queue", etc. There is 
no relationship established between "status information" and to anything else in 
the body of the claim. 

ii. In claim 13, "a first plurality queues" and "a second plurality queues" is 
indefinite because it is not made explicitly clear in the claim language whether 
this is singular or plural. The "a first" and "a second" indicate singular, however, 
the "plurality queues" imply plural. 



i. 



In claim 1, "status information" is indefinite because it is not made 
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iii. In claim 13, "part of the message queuing transmission system" on lines 3 
and 5 are indefinite because it is not made explicitly clear in the claim language 
whether they are the same term. For example, it is unclear if this is the same part 
or a different part. 

b. The following lacks antecedent basis: 

iv. Claim 13, "the application processing tasks", line 11. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 1, 3, 6-8, 13-14, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Briem et al. (hereinafter Briem) (US 6,246,691 Bl) in view of Nordstrom 
et al. (hereinafter Nordstrom) (US 6,085,277). 

2. As to claim 1, Briem teaches a computer implemented method for gathering status 
information (monitoring done in the monitoring device) in a message queuing transmission 
system with least one processing task running (see Abstract and col. 2, lines 10-19), method 
comprising the steps of: 
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forming a first queue group by assigning a queue group identifier (queue identifications 
QID) to a first queue and to a second queue within a message queuing transmission system (col 

2. lines 36-52, col 3, lines 62-65, see Figure 1)\ 

forming a second queue group (the first queue group and the second queue group 
combined make up a partner queue group) by assigning a queue group identifier (queue 
identifications QID) to a first queue and to a second queue within the message queuing 
transmission system (col 2, lines 36-52, col 3, lines 62-65, col 4, lines 5-40, see Figure 1)\ 

assigning identifiers to all the queues (col 4, lines 10-45); 

gathering/determining an activation status of the processing task (done by the monitoring 
of the monitoring device) (col 2, lines 40-48). 

> 

3. Briem fails to explicitly teach gathering/determining the number of messages in the 
queues and reading and writing messages to the queue groups. However, Nordstrom teaches a 
managing a message queuing system that counts the number of messages (Message Counter 270, 
Fig. IB) in the queue as well as reads and writes (with input and output capabilities) to message 
queues (col 7, lines 63-67, col 10, lines 41-55). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Briem with Nordstrom because this 
would optimize the overall processor utilization and computer system performance of the 
existing system (col 3, lines 55-67 through col 4, lines 1-6). 

4. As to claim 3, Briem in view of Nordstrom teaches presenting contents of the task 
monitor storage area on a display screen because it is inherent that a computer has a monitor to 
display output. 
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5. As to claim 6, Briem teaches that each queue that the queue identifications (QID) are 
individually assigned and unique (col 4, lines 5-13). 

6. As to claim 7, Briem and Nordstrom fail to explicitly teach wherein the processing task is 
a background task. However, "Official Notice" is taken that both the concept and advantages of 
providing that the processing task is a background task is well known and expected in the art. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
include the processing task is a background task to the existing system of Briem and Nordstrom 
because incorporating background tasks when a user is found to be absent, for example, will 
optimize task scheduling. 

7. As to claim 8, Briem and Nordstrom teaches storing the task identifier; storing the first 
queue group identifier queue group identifier; and storing the first queue identifier, the second 
identifier, the third queue identifier, and the fourth queue identifier but fails to explicitly teach 
storing these in data tables. However, "Official Notice" is taken that both the concept and 
advantages of providing that storing data in data tables is well known and expected in the art. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
include storing data in data tables to the existing system of Briem and Nordstrom because this 
increases the organization of the system by having a structure to hold and access the data. 
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8. As to claim 13, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 1 . In 
addition, Briem teaches the message queuing system having a plurality of queue groups (WG1 to 
WGn) which are each part of a "partner queue group" (col. 4, lines 38-63). 

9. As to claim 14, Briem teaches wherein the output determined number of messages stored 
in each queue in the first queue group, the determined number of messages stored in each queue 
in the second queue group and the determined activation status of the at least one of the 
application processing tasks is used to monitor the status of at least one external application (col 
2, lines 36-52, col 4, lines 37-56). 

10. As to claim 17, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 7. 

11. Claims 2 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Briem et al. (hereinafter Briem) (US 6,246,691 Bl) in view of Nordstrom et al. (hereinafter 
Nordstrom) (US 6,085,277), and further in view of Takahashi et al. (hereinafter Takahashi) 
(US 2002/0035620 Al). 

12. As to claim 2, Briem and Nordstrom teaches repeating the steps of determining and the 
step of gathering according refresh time interval of a refresh counter. However, Takahashi 
teaches determining and gathering according to a refresh time interval of a refresh counter (page 
24, [0329]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
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invention was made to include the feature of determining and gathering according to a refresh 
time interval of a refresh counter to the existing system of Briem and Nordstrom because it 
improves task scheduling by being able to manage time interval periods (page 24, [0329]). 

13. As to claim 15, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 2. 

14. Claims 4-5, 9-12, 16, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Briem et aL (hereinafter Briem) (US 6,246,691 Bl) in view of Nordstrom 
et al. (hereinafter Nordstrom) (US 6,085,277), and further in view of Cain et aL (hereinafter 
Cain) (US 6,757,289 Bl). 

15. As to claim 4, Briem and Nordstrom fails to explicitly teach writing an error message 
from the processing task to an error-log queue. However, Cain teaches error checking to monitor 
performance of a message queue (col 25, lines 60-67 through col 26, lines 1-26). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include 
Cain's message queue error checking feature of the debug application to the existing message 
queuing system of Briem and Nordstrom because this allows for performance monitoring by 
providing message queue information including all message queues in the system, a list of all 
registered events, and the handler functions for the events, as well as keeping track of all threads 
accessing input/output (col 25, lines 60-67 through col 26, lines 1-26). 
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16. As to claim 5, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 4. IN 
addition, The system of Briem and Nordstrom teaches presenting contents of the task monitor 
storage area on a display screen because it is inherent that a computer has a monitor to display 
output. 

17. As to claim 9, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 1 . 
However, Briem and Nordstrom fail to explicitly teach having reply messages that are generated 
by down-stream software applications. Cain teaches message communications including reply 
messages that have down-stream software applications such as drivers that aids in the 
communication (col. 9, lines 35-61). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to include the feature of having reply messages that are 
generated by down-stream software applications to the existing system of Briem and Nordstrom 
because this increases communication abilities (col 9, lines 35-61, col 1, lines 60-67). 

18. As to claim 10, Cain teaches wherein the reply message is taken from the reply queue and 
processed by a reply task (col 9, lines 35-61). 

19. As to claim 11, Cain teaches computing a time interval between writing the outgoing 
message to an output queue the message queuing transmission system and writing the reply 
message to the reply queue (col. 7, lines 29-48). 
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20. As to claim 12, Cain teaches comparing said time interval with a predetermined time 
control interval (col. 7, lines 29-48). 

21 . As to claim 16, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 4. 

22. As to claim 18, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 10. 

Response to Arguments 

23. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but are moot in view of the new 
grounds of rejections. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1. 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 



Application/Control Number: 09/942,135 



Page 10 



Art Unit: 2195 

however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kenneth Tang whose telephone number is (571) 272-3772. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30AM - 6:00PM, Every other Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Kt 

4/18/05 



